

Dear Bud and Jim, 


J ^ V(i reai through the brief in J.A. 71 - 1329 , the suit for the i' 3 I Sirhun file, 
auu I viiiiik tha. by mid large it a. f irst— rat6 job* 

k/ijere i have doubt:;, I am aware that they mar be a layman* s doubts formed by 
_ lacic 01 J “-° ll;d S 3 of thu law. One such exaaplo Is :ay feeling that law-erihrcement 
purposes requires tiia enforcing of a law, end there is no specification of any law 

11 wr *s enforcing, %n it won easy for Judge Hobiscm to hold that the lnvestlaative- 
ii^e exemption hold, Hverybodu just asaunes the FBI enforces the law. However, aside 
from Jiort- to bo the need for it to Iiave a specif io law to enforce, and that is not asked 
y y ^ T 0r 0Itered government, there is the possibility that them is license for 

the *M to help local authorities. Without this license, whore tho hall did they yet the 
authority to spend so much of the taxpayers* money when there was no federal law violation? 

. , . Altliough to my reading the law does not say anything other than that federal law 
us oaxag enforced, for how can the bongreas legislate otherwise on federal public information 
or on isoorol liios'/ if it is assumed thutCongreso visualised that federal agencies would 
bd y ;Ltl i 10r onforcanp nan-federal statutes, winch sessns inpossiblo, or merely helping local 
authorities, - just don't see how, if only non-fedaral law is boing enforced, the federal 
power caii bo stretched to encompass what loc,-d. authorities will do with fedora! files. I 
dja t t IlJ; your argument an losing effective control via.: adequate to cover this. 


' ““ could not have compiled its file for law-enforcement p urposes . It may have 
, , io^al to help local authority, but if it does, then its purpose is jaat enforcement 

o± daw cut help to local authority, and there is no such exemption in 5 U.b.C. 552. 


rcrhapB ■*■ do not really understand the exemption, but it has whht I consider an 
exemption .0 tae exemption, ihat is, "ecopt to the extent* provision, this means not that 
a iitugaa. other than an agency must aak for the file but no isore than that it be available 
to such a litigant. Clearly, thin files was available to a litigant, and it was therefore 
mau.^- available, to the extent for which he made request, to such a litigant, birhan. That, 
to constitutes waiver of the entire- exemption, for it has been held teat the file was 
so available. She law does not say except to the extent a litigant asks for it. If the 
ixlo was available to Sirhan, 1 think it must be available on 'that basis alone to everyone. 


1-10 pjvernnent s affidavits reminds of wliat 1 iiave said before, that we should have 
gone aftor the i’ll agents executing cute affidavits, as I asked with Williams in the 
spectre cult, charge hi, 1 with perjury, which he did commit, ^ere you are confronted with 
oevlosiauess, _not perjury, the execution of an affirmation beyond tile capacity of tho 
affiant to affine. Solan, for example, says not tha . to his knowledge end limited by 
his knowlougo, she file was nos and* available to anyone, h« say s the FBI trade no dis- 
semina-taou. ± submit he has no way of so swearing. ftLofaards swears to tho same thing (iTb & d). 
«nat is lucking 13 «}iat is required, LaJeunesse’s affidavit. 


s aemorandua is, I think, wrong is claiming that the law "does not 
permit tuo inf onnUoa to be made available to tile general public" ( 25 ). Mitchell hi taself 
has ruleu that no lias authority to waive the exemptions, and he did in my case, 'therefore, 
. JO f 1; they can say is that the law cun be interpreted to authorize with- 

iwAiarig, . , .hiiu I think joa missed a point .yi) in not arguing that this has the effect of 
giving aiaor a federal copyright on federal ("public") information, to your detriment. He 
agog# you know, have such u federal copyright and on tliis public property. 




Harold Weis berg 


